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Today's s o c i e t y  has learned t o  depend on the  small  group f o r  
-. i t s  dec i s i on  making processes. The use o f  small  groups s t re tches  
t o  a l l  p a r t s  o f  l i f e ,  from s o c i a l  organizat ions t o  government. 
Much research has been done i n  t h e  area o f  small  groups, b u t  i t  
i s  a l s o  a  young area o f  study, where the  sur face has j u s t  been 
scratched. 
Previous research has de f ined  impor tan t  aspects o f  t he  smal l  
group, such as t h e  leader  (Downs, 1977, Frost ,  1983, & Jurma, 1979). 
Much o f  t h e  research on leadersh ip  has been comni t t e d  t o  d e f i n i n g  
the  leader ,  and o n l y  r e c e n t l y  have t h e  f unc t i ons  o f  a  leader  been 
t i e d  t o  o t h e r  group va r i ab les  (Hi  11, 1976, Knutson, 1975, & 
Stang, 1973). The leader  has become an outs tand ing f ea tu re  o f  
small  group study, and according t o  Hi  11, "a number o f  scholars 
i n  the  f i e l d  o f  small  group communication have i d e n t i f i e d  the  
assumption unde r l y i ng  leadersh ip  research: a  group may f u n c t i o n  
more e f f e c t i v e l y  i f  i t  has a leader  who i s  f u n c t i o n i n g  p rope r l y "  
(p. 248). Many, scho lars  have po in ted  t o  o t h e r  fac to rs ,  such as 
t h e  i n t e r a c t i  on process between the  o the r  members themsel ves 
(Kerr ,  1981, King, 1983, Laugh1 i n ,  1983, & Obert, 1983). Bu t  one 
must consider,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  the  area o f  business, where t he re  are 
a constant  and ever-changi ng number o f  groups, and they a re  tack1 i n g  
a  mu1 t i t u d e  of problems, t h a t  i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t  o f  t ime and money, a  
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company cannot a f f o r d  t o  t r a i n  every group member how t o  i n t e r a c t  
p roper ly .  Some group members may know how t o  i n t e r a c t  w i t h  others, 
w h i l e  some may not .  So i t  becomes apparent t h a t  a p rope r l y  t r a i n e d  
leader,  i n  many cases, must guide t he  group through the  proper 
_ _ - -  
i n t e r a c t i o n  process, w h i l e  a t  t h e  same time, seeking t o  f i n d  
s o l u t i o n s  t o  t he  problem the  group was formed t o  solve. I t  i s  
impor tan t  t h a t  i n  these s i t u a t i o n s ,  t h a t  t h e  group leaders  l e a r n  
how t o  guide groups i n  an e f f e c t i v e  manner. 
7 The bas i c  premise o f  t h i s  paper i s  t o  ask: What aspects make 
up a p r o p e r l y  per forming leader? This paper w i  11 look  a t  t h e  
e f f e c t  o f  one 1 eadershi p aspect, o r i e n t a t i  on behavior. I t ,  w i  11 
t ry  t o  determine what e f f e c t  a l eade r ' s  o r i e n t a t i o n  behavior, 
and/or amount o f  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  w i l l  have on a small  group's 
dec i  s i o n  e f f e c t i  veness, member s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  and t ime t o  so lu t ion .  
Background Research 
The l eade r  has been one o f  t he  most s tud ied  aspects o f  small 
group research. Despi te  t h i s ,  the re  has been no s i n g l e  d e f i n i t i o n  
t h a t  researchers agree on. Most seem t o  o f f e r  very  general types 
o f  d e f i n i t i o n s .  For t h i s  study, the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f f e r e d  by Mabry 
and Barnes (1900) w i  11 serve as a .  general guide1 ine :  
The behav iora l  ac t s  o f  d i r e c t i n g  o thers  toward group 
goals  i s  a f u n c t i o n  o f  leadersh ip  and a sense o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t h a t  can be shared by m u l t i p l e  group 
members. "Leader" i s  general l y  a 1 abel  at tached t o  
a r o l e ,  w h i l e  " leadersh ip"  i s  a f u n c t i o n  o f  or a c t  
o f  i n f l u e n c i n g .  Leaders do n o t  always need t o  perform 
many 1 eadership funct ions,  and 1 eadershi p may be spread 
among a1 1 members o f  a group. However, i t  i s  t h e  task  
o f  those people accept ing the  l a b e l  o f  l eade r  t o  see 
t h a t  necessary leadersh ip  funct ions a r e  f u l f i l  l e d  by 
someone. (p. 74) 
A number o f  s tud ies  have looked a t  leadersh ip  through the  
pe rcep t i  ons of group members (Bradley, 1978, Downs, 1977, Frost ,  
1983, & Schriesheim, 1983)-. - - 3 1 u l t z  (1983) found t h a t  groups 
1 
perce ive  the  l eade r  as be i  ng the  one w i t h  t h e  bes t  c o n t r o l  o f  
communicative func t ions .  This means t h a t  t he  leader  should 
demonstrate pos i  t i v e  a t t r i b u t e s  f o r  a s s i s t i n g  the  group outcome, 
as w e l l  as be ing  argumentative, cha l leng ing  an issue. Mabry and 
Barnes f e e l  t h a t  "any at tempt  t o  i n f l u e n c e  i s  regarded as a  k i n d  
o f  leadersh ip  behavior"  (p. 89). T y l e r  and Caine (1981) found 
t h a t  "procedural concerns a re  more impor tan t  determi nants o f  
leadersh ip  eva lua t ions  i n  na tu ra l  s e t t i n g s  than are  concerns about 
outcome l e v e l  o r  f a i r n e s s "  (p. 647). 
Shaw formulated n ine  hypotheses about 1  eadershi p: 
H i  Persons who a c t i v e l y  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  group are 
more 1  i k e l y  t o  a t t a i n  a  p o s i t i o n  o f  leadersh ip  than 
those who p a r t i c i p a t e  l e s s  i n  t h e  group's a c t i v i t i e s .  
H2 Possession o f  t ask  r e l a t e d  a b i l i t i e s  and s k i l l s  
enhances at ta inment  o f  a  p o s i t i o n  o f  leadership.  
H3 Emergent leaders tend t o  behave i n  a  more 
a u t h o r i  t a t i a n  manner than e lec ted  o r  appointed 
1 eaders. 
H4 The source o f  t h e  l eade rJ  s  a u t h o r i t y  in f luences  bo th  the  l eade r ' s  behavior and the  reac t ions  o f  
o the r  group members. 
H5 E f f e c t i v e  leaders a re  charac te r ized  by task- 
r e l a t e d  a b i l i t i e s ,  s o c i a b i l i t y ,  and mo t i va t i on  t o  
be a  leader.  
H6 Democratic 1 eaders h i  p  resu l  t s  i n grea ter  member 
s a t i s f a c t i o n  than a u t o c r a t i c  leadership.  
H7 Leaders tend t o  behave i n  a  more a u t h o r i  t a t i a n  manner 
i n  s t r e s s f u l  than i n  nons t ress fu l  s i t u a t i o n s .  
H8 The degree t o  which the  1  eader  i s  endorsed by group 
members depends upon the  success o f  t he  group i n  
ach iev ing '  i t s  goals. 
Hg A t ask -o r i en ted  leader  i s  more e f f e c t i v e  when the  
group-task s i t u a t i o n  i s  e i t h e r  very  favorab le  o r  
ve ry  unfavorabl  e  f o r  t h e  1  eader, whereas a  re1  a t i o n s  h i  p- 
o r i e n t e d  l eade r  i s  more e f f e c t i v e  when the  group-task 
s i t u a t i o n  i s  o n l y  moderately favorab le  o r  unfavorable 
f o r  the  leader.  (Shaw, 1981) 
Shaw's hypotheses a r e  based on t h e  assumption t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  
leadersh ip  i s  g r e a t l y  i n f l uenced  by the  s i t u a t i o n  and t h e  task. 
A l eade r  who i s  e f f e c t i v e  i n  one s i t u a t i o n  may be i n e f f e c t i v e '  
when conf ron ted  by a  d i f f e r e n t  task  o r  s i t u a t i o n .  I n  the  present  
study, f o r  example, leadersh ip  w i l l ,  be i n f l uenced  by the  f a c t  t h a t  
i t  i s  a qua1 i t a t i v e  so lu t i on ,  w i t h  female leaders and undergraduate 
group members. 
Or ien ta t i on ,  according t o  Gouran, i s  "an at tempt on the  p a r t  
o f  i t s  maker t o  f a c i l i t a t e  achievement o f  a group's goal by us ing  
facts,  making h e l p f u l  suggestions, o r  t r y i n g  t o  reso l ve  c o n f l  i c t "  
(Gouran, 1969, p. 389). Gouran s tud ied  t h e  impact o f  d iscuss ion 
statements t o  group consensus i n  problem s o l v i n g  discussions.  He 
asked f i ve graduate students t o  r a t e  q-2.: G-c-5, . 8Q ; I , - &  ;: s t a t r n e g ~ + ~ o ~ , ~ . l ; l . ~ i  tY 
.=.>.- ?,+?. :,":.. ?...-> ;i,.>$c$ &j.J&$*~ i-J,-..l.,-- ,k*,<).*,& -. A= 
op i  nionatedness, i n t e r e s t ,  amount o f  in fo rmat ion ,  provocativeness, 
o r i e n t a t i o n ,  and o b j e c t i v i t y .  These statements were randomly 
se lec ted  f rom s i x  recorded d iscuss ions by freshman c o l  lege  students. 
The s i x  groups d i  scussed t h r e e  questions,, w i t h  two groups each . 
d i scuss ing  t h e  same quest ion.  One o f  each p a i r  showed consensus 
w h i l e  t h e  o t h e r  d i d  not .  When a l l  o f  t h e  v a r i a b l e s  were examined, 
Gouran ( l969)  found t h a t  o r i e n t a t i o n  was general l y  r e l a t e d  t o  
consensus. Based on Gouran's research, K l  i ne (1970) de f ined  the  
elements o f  h i  gh o r i e n t a t i o n  statement. He found t h a t  statements 
showing h igh  o r i e n t a t i o n  were, " l ess  stereotyped than statements 
_ _  - -+ 
g i v i n g  low o r i e n t a t i o n ,  were longer,  and t h a t  one mark o f  an 
o r i e n t a t i o n  statement was i t s  metadi scussional  p roper t ies .  These 
p r o p e r t i e s  were de f i ned  as o r i e n t a t i o n  towards o thers  r a t h e r  than 
o r i e n t a t i o n  towards se l f ,  and by use o f  such verb markers as agree 
o r  adopt, which focus on t he  d iscuss ion  i t s e l f "  (K l ine ,  1970, p. 284). 
K l  i n e ' s  research helped t o  d e f i n e  what c o n s t i t u t e s  an o r i e n t e d .  
statement. It d i d  not ,  however, t e s t  those statements i n  group 
s i t u a t i o n s  , b u t  o f f e r e d  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  o r i e n t a t i o n  behavior  f o r  
f u t u r e  research. Both Knutson (1975) and K l i n e  (1970) t es ted  t he  
e f f e c t  o f  o r i e n t a t i o n  on group consensus. Knutson used two confed- 
e ra tes  and t r a i n e d  them t o  use bo th  h i g h  and low o r i e n t a t i o n  
behav ior  i n  group d iscuss ions o f  p o l i c y .  Knutson (1975) found 
t h a t  h i g h  o r i e n t a t i o n  behav ior  produced a  h igher  amount o f  consensus 
i n  a group. K l i n e  se lec ted  48 students t h a t  were r a t e d  by 
classmates on o r i e n t a t i o n  behavior  f rom prev ious discussions.  Four 
groups o f  h i g h  o r i e n t a t i o n  members and f o u r  groups o f  low o r i e n t a t i o n  
members were formed. Each i n d i v i d u a l  was r a t e d  on h i s  p o s i t i o n  
on a  ques t ion  o f  po l  i c y ,  and t h e  groups discussed the  question. 
Groups con ta in ing  t he  members t h a t  had been r a t e d  h igher  i n  
o r i e n t a t i o n  behav ior  came c l o s e r  t o  reach ing consensus than those 
groups w i t h  members r a t e d  1  ow i n  o r i e n t a t i o n  behav ior  ( K l  ine,  
1970). 
Kowi tz  and Knutson (1980) wrote a book about small  group behavior, 
and i n  rev iew ing  the  l i t e r a t u r e ,  r e f i n e d  the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  
o r i e n t a t i o n  t h a t  was g iven  e a r l i e r  by Gouran. They de f ined  
o r i e n t a t i o n  as : 
Messages designed t o  f a c i i i t a t e  the  achievement o f  a 
group's goal.  These messages r e a l l y  do n o t  have an 
i n f o r m a t i o n a l  o r  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  component, b u t  they 
a re  ve ry  u s e f u l  nonetheless. O r i e n t a t i o n  statements 
a l l o w  a group t o  examine i t s  progress a long the  
procedures i t  has developed. I n  a way, o r i e n t a t i o n  
statements serve as a road map o f  t he  group's 
d iscuss ions.  ( p .  347) 
Th is  d e f i  n i  ti on serves as a g u i d e l i n e  f o r  o r i e n t a t i o n  
behavior  i n  t h i s  study. 
O r i e n t a t i o n  research has genera l l y  been concerned w i t h  the  
f a c i l i t a t i o n  o f  group consensus. Bu t  i f  a group reaches consensus, 
i t  does n o t  necessa r i l y  mean t h a t  i t  has reached a h i g h  q u a l i t y  
s o l u t i o n .  Much o f  t h e  prev ious research has f a i l e d  t o  touch on 
t h i s  p o i n t .  Th is  s tudy  w i l l  a t tempt  t o  see, s ince  a l l  groups 
have t o  reach consensus, i f  o r i e n t a t i o n  behavior  has any e f f e c t  
on group s o l u t i o n s .  
I n t e r a c t i o n  o f  a group member can be de f i ned  as the  amount 
o f  t a l  kat iveness t h a t  he/she d isp lays .  I n t e r a c t i o n  r a t e  has been 
measured i n  terms o f  t ime and l e n g t h  o f  statement (Stang, 1973). 
Rieken (1958) conducted a s tudy t o  determine the  e f f e c t  of 
t a l  k a t i  veness on ab i  1 i ty  t o  i n f  1 uence a group's dec i  s i  on. Groups 
of f o u r  members each were formed and p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  two group 
discussions.  From these .discussions, Riecken determined the  most 
and l e a s t  t a l k a t i v e  members. A t h i r d  d i scuss i  on was i n i t i a t e d ,  
w i t h  t h e  c o r r e c t  s o l u t i o n  t o  the  problem given t o  the t a l k a t i v e  
member i n  ha1 f o f  t he  d iscuss ion groups, and t o  the l e a s t  t a l k a t i v e  
members were more i n f l  u e n t i a l  i n  g e t t i n g  t h e i r  s o l u t i o n  accepted 
by t h e  group than the  l e a s t  t a l k a t i v e  group memiers. Stang (1973) 
-. .- 
-. 
conducted a s tudy t o  determine what e f f e c t  i n t e r a c t i o n  r a t e  would 
have on r a t i n g s  o f  leadersh ip  and l i k i n g .  The d i f f e r e n c e  i n  
t h i s  study was t h a t  i n t e r a c t i o n  was determined by the l eng th  o f  
t he  statements. Nine undergraduate women were assigned t o  read a 
s c r i p t ,  w i t h  each s c r i p t  con ta in ing  th ree  par ts :  a h igh  i n t e r a c t i o n  
speaker ( 1  ong statements) , a medi um i n t e r a c t i  on speaker (medi um 
statements), and a low i n t e r a c t i o n  speaker ( s h o r t  statements). 
Three readers were permanently assigned t o  a s c r i p t ,  and the  
readers were r o t a t e d  so t h a t  each would read every par t .  Stang 
found t h a t  1 i s t e n e r s  1 i ked the  medium i n t e r a c t i o n  speaker as 
havi  ng more 1 eadershi p ab i  1 i ty  i n general. Knutson and H o l l  r i d g e  
(1975) s e t  o u t  on t h e i r  study t o  determine the  e f f e c t  o f  o r i e n t a t i o n  
behavior as a f u n c t i o n  o f  leadersh ip  on consensus. The PROANA 
5 computer ana lys i s  technique was used t o  f i n d  which subjects  
i n t e r a c t e d  the  most w i t h  o the r  subjects.  These -subjects  were 
placed i n  groups, a group d iscuss ion was held, and the  group 
members r a t e d  each other .  The h i g h  i n t e r a c t i v e  members were 
perceived as d i s p l a y i n g  more o r i e n t a t i o n  behavior  and i d e n t i f i e d  
as group leaders.  Bu t  t he  r e s u l t s  f a i l e d  t o  support  t he  
hypotheses t h a t  o r i e n t a t i o n  behavior would. promote consensus. This 
r e s u l t  can be expla ined by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t o r s  assumed 
t h a t  t h e  h i g h  i n t e r a c t i o n  sub jec ts  would e x h i b i t  h i gh  o r i e n t a t i o n  
behavior .  Th is  may n o t  have been the  case. A1 though group 
members perce ived t h e  h i  gh i n t e r a c t i o n  sub jec ts  as exh i  b i  t i n g  
more o r i e n t a t i o n  behavior,  t h i s  s tudy d i d  n o t  measure t h e  
q u a l i t y  o f  t h a t  behavior ,  o f ' t h a t  t he  behavior  ever  ex is ted.  Th is  
s tudy r a i s e d  t h e  i n t e r e s t i n g  p o i n t  t h a t  a  h igh  r a t e  o f  i n t e r a c t i o n  
may be confused as e x h i b i t i n g  o r i e n t a t i o n  behavisor, w h i l e  n o t  
a c t u a l l y  do ing  so. 
The problem w i t h  research on i n t e r a c t i o n  has been t h a t  t he re  
i s  no s tandard measure o f  i n t e r a c t i o n .  The research c i t e d  gave 
ta l ka t i veness  and l e n g t h  o f  statement as examples. For t h i s  study, 
i n t e r a c t i o n  r a t e  w i l l  be determined by t h e  number o f  statements 
made i n  t h e  d iscuss ion  s i t u a t i o n .  
The appointed 1 eader I s  o r i e n t a t i o n  behavior,  and the  
appointed 1 eader 's  amount o f  i n t e r a c t i o n  w i  11 be t h e  independent 
va r i ab les  i n  t h i s  study. These two va r i ab les  can be d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  
i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  manner: O r i e n t a t i o n  a f f e c t s  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t he  
d iscuss ion,  and i n t e r a c t i o n  a f f e c t s  the  q u a n t i t y  o f  the  discussion.  
Dur ing t h e  ac tua l  d iscussions,  two se t s  o f  statements were used. 
One s e t  was h i g h  o r i e n t a t i o n  statements, and t h e  o the r  was low 
o r i e n t a t i o n  statements. Thi  s  c o n t r o l  l e d  t he  o r i e n t a t i o n  var iab le .  
These two se t s  o f  statements were used i n  two cond i t ions .  One 
c o n d i t i o n  cons is ted  o f  say ing  10 statements o r  less .  The o t h e r  
cons is ted  o f  say ing  20 t o  30 statements. Th is  c o n t r o l l e d  t h e  
i n t e r a c t i o n  va r i ab le .  
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The dependent va r iab les  i n  t h i s  s tudy are: the  q u a l i t y  o f  the 
group dec is ion ,  the  amount o f  t ime i t  takes t o  reach a  so lu t ion ,  
and member s a t i s f a c t i o n .  The f i r s t  two va r iab les  deal w i t h  group 
r e s u l t s .  Member s a t i s f a c t i o n  i s  a  measure o f  an i n d i v i d u a l ' s  
_ _  - -- 
percept ion  o f  t h e  group experience. 
Of t h e  th ree  dependent var iab les,  member s a t i s f a c t i o n  has 
rece ived the  most a t t en t i on .  Hens1 i n  and Durphy (1964) reviewed 
prev ious s tud ies  t h a t  were concerned w i t h  member s a t i s f a c t i o n .  
They i s o l a t e d  th ree  dimensions. The f i r s t ,  s ta tus  consensus, i s  
concerned w i t h  t he  group reaching consensus about the  s ta tus  o f  
a l l  members o f  the  group. Second, the  group must perceive t h a t  
they a re  making progress toward group goal s. Third,  the  group 
members must f e e l  t h a t  they  are  f r e e  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  group 
a c t i v i t i e s  and discussions. Another s tudy by Downs and P i c k e t t  
(1977) used a  woman's o rgan iza t ion  from a midwestern c i t y .  
The women were d i v i ded  i n t o  groups, and presented w i t h  a  task. 
A t  f o u r  d i f f e r e n t  t imes dur ing  the  experiment, each sub jec t  was 
g iven a  s a t i s f a c t i o n  quest1 onnaire. The quest ionna i re  covered s i x  
dimensions: 1)  t he  leader,  2) involvement i n  dec is ion  making, 
3) work s t r uc tu re ,  4) the  way work was done, 5) r e l a t i onsh ips  
w i t h  coworkers, and 6)  the  o the r  group member's con t r i bu t i ons  t o  
the  work e f f o r t .  They found t h a t  member s a t i s f a c t i o n  i s  cont ingent  
upon t he  type o f  group, and leadersh ip  s t y l e .  
*'yi:;. ,, ,,-, <:;;<A-<,;,.T;., L!L.&:;'.;- ;.!:{: % , ., :. ;-, . m -  > ,,-,. . , !?,- . - -  , , , ,*  -, . - .,( -, ;.. . *;  ;: , L,, .,; ;,-! ;; !.;:;;;j; :~~;:*j$&&:-:>:~.Ys~~+-~,--c' '-6- 
r.& ,' ,11..!T.7-q+: .;, [:.5.:,;*; .... .. ..-- - - ,  - 
. - - . . . - 7 - - , .  ?- - , .  ,-.~,-.:.~..- , , .:; Y.#,.';'::l;.*:-.: ..,, . : , .,. -. ., , , , , ,  , .,?, a * 2.. , r, ;b<$p:--<;iap&g+( 
The s tud ies  above, as w e l l  as others,  have n o t  formed any 
causal re1  a t i onsh i  p between e i t h e r  o r i e n t a t i o n  behavior o r  
i n t e r a c t i o n ,  and member s a t i s f a c t i o n .  
Some may r a i s e  t h e  ques t ion  o f  whether s a t i s f a c t i o n  i s  
impor tan t  a t  a l l ,  s i n c e  i t  seems t h a t  i t  i s  more o f  an " a f t e r  t he  
f a c t "  type o f  e f f e c t ,  i n  t h a t  t h e  group d iscuss ion i s  over, and the  
_ - -  
s o l u t i o n  has been reached. But  one must l ook  beyond t h e  experimental 
s e t t i n g  and t o  app l i ed  s i t u a t i o n s .  If, d u r i n g  the  discussion,  a  
member, o r  members o f  the  group are  d i s s a t i s f i e d ,  t h e i r  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  
may be less,  o r  o f  lower  q u a l i t y .  I f  t h e  group i s  on-going, o r  i f  
the  s i t u a t i o n  i s  one where groups a re  used f requent ly ,  members may 
be r e l u c t a n t  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  subsequent groups, o r  they may go 
i n t o  those groups w i t h  negat ive  a t t i t u d e s .  The a b i l i t y  t o  produce 
s a t i s f a c t i o n  among group members then, can be o f  paramount 
importance t o  t h e  group process. 
High member s a t i s f a c t i o n  may n o t  necessa r i l y  mean t h a t  a  
group outcome w i l l  be o f  a  h igh  q u a l i t y .  Hoffman (1979), i n  h i s  
valence s tud ies,  found i n  one s i t u a t i o n ,  t h a t  a1 though the  s o l u t i o n  
was n o t  a  h igh  q u a l i t y  one, t h a t  t h e  group members were s a t i s f i e d  
w i t h  t h e  group experience. So, i n  some cases, member s a t i s f a c t i o n  
and group outcome may be t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t ,  o r  unre la ted  e n t i  t i e s .  
Appl baum (1974) named a  number o f  f a c t o r s  t h a t  would l end  t o  
group s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  such as the  membership i t s e l f ,  cohesion, and 
e f f e c t i v e  group performance. This may seem c o n t r a d i c t o r y  t o  
Hoffman's f i n d i n g s ,  b u t  t h a t  i s  n o t  necessa r i l y  t h e  case. While 
i n  t h e  discussion,  members may perce ive  t h a t  they a r e  per forming 
e f f e c t i v e l y ,  w h i l e  i n  f a c t  they a re  not .  Th is  i s  a poss ib le  
' exp lanat ion  o f  t h e  di f ferences i n  t h e  two f i nd ings .  
This study w i l l  be measuring perceived s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  
ef fect iveness,  s ince the quest ionnai re w i  11 be f i l l e d  ou t  before 
the group knows any resu l t s .  This may prov ide i n t e r e s t i n g  
- - 
-. 
f i nd i ngs  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  the above studies. 
Time t o  s o l u t i o n  can be important, because many s i t u a t i o n s  
c a l l  f o r  decis ions t o  be made i n  a c e r t a i n  t ime frame, and f o r  
those decis ions t o  be e f f ec t i ve .  This study w i l l  t r y  t o  determine 
i f  o r i e n t a t i o n  behavior o r  i n t e r a c t i o n  have any e f f e c t  on dec is ion  
times. 
Decision q u a l i t y  i n  t h i s  study w i l l  be def ined as the group's 
a b i l i t y  t o  come c loses t  t o  the  r i g h t  .so lu t ion .  I n  many cases, the  
research has been sketchy i n  t h i s  area because o f .  t he  great  amount 
o f  s u b j e c t i v i t y  i n  determining an e f f e c t i v e  so lu t ion ,  especial l y  
i n  areas where there  i s  "no r i g h t  answer." For t h i s  experiment, 
there  i s  a r i g h t  answer t h a t  can be q u a n t i t a t i v e l y  measured. But  
one should recognize t h a t  t h i s  l i m i t s  the r e s u l t s  t o  t h i s  type o f  
s i t ua t i on ,  where the  qroup i s  conf ined t o  c e r t a i n  types o f  answers. 
J u s t i f i c a t i o n  
Research i n  small groups has provided i n s i g h t s  i n t o  aspects 
such as consensus, c o n f l i c t s ,  leadership,  and o ther  areas. 
Communication research i n  the  past  has spent a l o t  o f  t ime on 
def i  n i  ng and understanding var iab les  . Recently the  f i e 1  d has 
s t a r t e d  t o  s h i f t  toward apply ing those va r i ab l  es and t e s t i n g  them 
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w i t h  and aga ins t  each other .  Two good examples a r e  t h i s  s tudy 's  
independent var iab les :  o r i e n t a t i o n  behavior and i n t e r a c t i o n  ra te .  
Th is  s tudy  i s  one at tempt  t o  t e s t  t h e i r  e f f e c t s ,  i f  any, i n  any 
g iven s i t u a t i o n ,  i n  t h e  hope t h a t  we might  increase t h e  under- 
_-  - - 
standing o f  t h e i r  capabi 1  i t i e s  and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Th is  i s  
impor tant  i n  f u r t h e r i n g  the  process o f  e f f e c t i v e l y  us ing  
communication s k i l l s  i n  r e a l  l i f e  app l i ca t i ons .  
Hypotheses 
This  s tudy i n v e s t i g a t e d  the  impact o f  t he  l eade r ' s  
frequency o f  i n t e r a c t i o n  and qual i ty o f  o r i e n t a t i o n  behavior on 
group member's s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  dec i s ion  qual i ty, and t ime t o  
so lu t i on .  The s p e c i f i c  hypotheses t e s t e d  were as fo l l ows :  
1. The h igh  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  h igh  o r i e n t a t i o n  (HIHO) 
leader  groups w i l l  reach a  s o l u t i o n  the  qu ickes t  
o f  a1 1  f o u r  o f  t h e  g.roups. 
2. The HIHO l eade r  groups w i l l  c o n t r i b u t e  t h e  
g rea tes t  amount o f  member s a t i s f a c t i o n .  
3. The HIHO leader  groups w i  11 produce t h e  h ighes t  
qual i ty so lu t i ons .  
The HIHO leader  w i l l  spend a  l o t  o f  t ime gu id ing  the  group 
toward i t s  goals; t h a t  i s  t h e  . so le  f u n c t i o n  o f  t h e  leader  i n  t h i s  
capaci ty,  and she w i l l  be a c t i v e l y  i nvo l ved  i n  do ing tha t .  Th is  
type o f  behavior  shoul d  produce the  r e s u l  t s  mentioned above. 
4. The low i n t e r a c t i o n ,  low o r i e n t a t i o n  (LILO) l eade r  
groups w i l l  take t h e  longes t  o f  t he  f o u r  groups t o  
reach so lu t i on .  
5. The LILO leader  .groups w i l l  have the  lowest  amount 
of member s a t i s f a c t i o n .  

METHODOLOGY 
Subjects 
One hundred and twenty-undergraduate students a t  t he  
U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Central  F l o r i d a  served as subjects f o r  t h i s  study. 
Approximately h a l f  of t h e  student volunteers came from t h e  
Fundamental s o f  Oral Communication classes requ i red  o f  a1 1 
undergraduate students. The remaining students were drawn from 
an upper d i v i s i o n  Visual  Communication course, requ i red  o f  
Journal ism majors, and a l s o  a popular u n i v e r s i  ty-wide e lec t i ve .  
Thi s se l  e c t i  on procedure created a sample representa t i ve  o f  the  
general undergraduate student populat ion;  lower d i v i s i o n  and upper 
d iv is i .on,  major and non-major students. 
The subjects  vo l  unteered f o r  t he  experiment and were to1  d 
t o  r e p o r t  t o  a room a t  var ious times dur ing  the  day and n i g h t  
over two d i f f e r e n t  one-week periods. Two confederates p a r t i c i p a t e d  
i n  20 groups each. They were placed i n  each group w i t h  th ree  
subjects.  There were 10 groups per condi t ion.  The confederates 
were t r a i n e d  i n  two types o f  statements. Each learned a s e t  o f  
h igh o r i e n t a t i o n ,  and a s e t  o f  low o r i e n t a t i o n  statements, which 
were developed f r o m  the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  o r i e n t a t i o n  mentioned e a r l  i e r  
by Kowitz and Knutson. Both sets  o f  statements were used i n  two 
i n t e r a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n s .  I n  the  low i n t e r a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n ,  t he  
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confederate s a i d  between one and t e n  statements. I n  t he  h igh  
i n t e r a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n ,  t he  confederate would say between 20 and 30 
statements. Each d iscuss ion  was recorded i n  o rder  t o  I nsu re  t h a t  
t he  confederates were us ing  t h e  r i g h t  statements, and the  r i g h t  
_ _  .--.- 
d 
number o f  statements.' Both confederates were female students 
enro l  l e d  i n  upper- leve l  communication courses a t  UCF. 
Since t h e  sex composi t ion was n o t  c o n t r o l l e d  i n  t h i s  experiment, 
a v a r i e t y  o f  sex composit ions resu l ted .  Some groups were a l l  
female, w i t h  o thers  con ta in ing  t h r e e  males and one female, two 
females and two males, or t h r e e  females and one male. 
The confederates would a r r i v e  a t  t h e  room about t h e '  same t tme 
as t h e  subjects,  and t h e '  experimenter d i v i d e d  the  subjects  p lus  
t h e  confederates i n t o  two separate groups. One group stayed i n  
t h e  room, w h i l e  t h e  o t h e r  was taken t o  another room a s h o r t  
d is tance  down t h e  h a l l .  When t h e  groups were seated, t he  
experimenter would take e a c h  person's name, and g i v e  t h e  group 
i n s t r u c t i o n s  f o r  t h e  problem. The problem used was t h e  "Lost  a t  
Sea" exerc ise  ( P f e i f f e r ,  1969). 
The task  was a f i f t e e n  i t e m  rank ing  scale, i n  con junc t ion  
w i t h  a s i t u a t i o n .  Th is  s i t u a t i o n  was a burning, s ink tng  ship, 
and t h e  s u r v i v o r s  a r e  t h e  group members. They were i n  a rubber  
r a f t  w i t h  t h e  f i f t e e n  items. The group was t o .  rank-order each 
i tern i n  terms o f  i t s  importance t o  t h e i r  s u r v i v a l .  The group 
was asked n o t  t o  make individual rankings,  b u t  r a t h e r  reach 
consensus on each ranking.  Th is  prov ided f o r  necessary group - 
i n t e r a c t i o n .  They were g iven no t ime l i m i t  on t h e i * r  d iscussion.  
The experimenter l e t  t he  group read t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n s  t o  the  
problem and l e f t  t h e  room. The confederate 's  name was w r i t t e n  
on f o u r  s l i p s  o f  paper and brought back t o  t h e  group. A group 
member would then p i c k  the  name f rom t h e  bag, and t h e  confederate 
__-- - 
would be appointed t h e  leader.  The confederates would know which 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  c o n d i t i o n  they were i n  by a code on t h e  top  r i g h t -  
hand s i d e  o f  t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n  sheet, and previous consul t a t i o n .  The 
experimenter had i n s t r u c t e d  t h e  group e a r l  i e r  t h a t  t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n  
sheet would go t o  the  group leader. The group was t o l d  t h a t  t he  
tape recorder  was the re  so t h a t  t h e  experimenter could s tudy t h e  
group process. The experimenter a l s o  informed the  group t h a t  a 
s h o r t  ques t ionna i re  would f o l l o w  t h e  discussion.  The discussions 
ran  genera l l y  between 10 and 25 minutes. A t  the  end o f  t h e  
discussion,  the  i n s t r u c t i o n  sheet w i t h  t h e  group's rank ing  was 
c o l l  ected, and t h e  quest ionnai res d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  each member. A f t e r  
the quest ionnai res were completed, t h e  sub jec ts  l e f t  a t  t h e i r  
l e i  sure, and t h e  experimenter thanked them ' f o r  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  
Group scores were determined by f i n d i n g  the  sum of t h e  
d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  ac tua l  rank ings and t h e  group' s rankings.  
The lower t h e  scores, the  more e f f e c t i v e  t h e  group's so lu t ions .  
Time was determined by t h e  tape count f rom the  beginning o f  t he  
group's d iscuss ion  u n t i  1 t he  end. The ques t ionna i re  cons is ted  o f  
22 quest ions t o  determine member s a t i s f a c t i o n .  Each quest ion was 
a 7 p o i n t  sca le  w i t h  1 being " s t rong ly  agree" and 7 be ing  " s t r o n g l y  
disagree." The quest ions were worded so t h a t  a score o f  1 on a l l  
o f  t h e  quest ions would express a h igh  amount o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  and 
a 7 on a l l  o f  t h e  quest ions would express d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  and a 
7 on a l l  o f  t h e  quest ions would express d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  on the  
p a r t  o f  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l .  The ques t ionna i re  was taken from a study 
._.- -- 
by Jurrna (1979) on dec i s ion  e f fec t i veness .  
RESULTS 
To t e s t  the  group's dec is ion  qua1 i ty  and t ime d i f fe rences,  
the scores were compared by-. anc lys i  s  ' o f  variance (ANOVA). 
Because o f  the  scope o f  the  quest ionnaire,  the  Kruskal-Wal l is 
1-way ANOVA was used t o  determine which questions produced 
s i g n i f i c a n t  r esu l t s .  S ign i f i cance  between groups was then 
determi ned by u s i  ng a  mu1 ti p l  e  comparison f o r  the Kruskal -Wall i s  
ANOVA. 
The f i r s t  hypothesis was n o t  supported by t he  resu l t s .  There 
was no appreciable d i f f e rence  i n  the  amount o f  t ime i t  took t o  
reach s o l u t i o n  between any o f  the  f o u r  groups. 
The second hypothesis was no t  supported by the  resu l t s .  
The scores showed t h a t  the  HIHO leader  d i d  n o t  produce s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
h igher  s a t i s f a c t i o n  among the members. The mean ranks d id,  
however, show a  t r end  i n  t h a t  d i r ec t i on .  
The t h i r d  hypothesis was no t  supported by the  resu l t s .  The 
HIHO leader d i d  n o t  he lp  t o  produce a  h igher  q u a l i t y  so lu t ion .  
The f o u r t h  hypothesis was n o t  supported by the  resu l t s .  
There was no d i f fe rence i n  the  t ime i t  took f o r  the f o u r  groups 
t o  reach so' lut ion. 
The f i f t h  hypothesis was p a r t i a l  l y  supported by the  resu l t s .  
There was 1  i t t l e  d i f ference i n  member s a t i s f a c t i o n  i n  the  m a j o r i t y  
of t h e  s a t i s f a c t i o n  quest ionnai re .  Bu t  t h e r e  was s i g n i f i c a n t  
d i  f ference i n  t h e  l eade r  s a t i s f a c t i o n  sect ion.  S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  
t h e  leader  was r a t e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower  f o r  t h e  LILO leader  
group members. 
- .- - 
The s i x t h  h y p o t h e ~ ~ i s  was n o t  supported by the  r e s u l t s .  
There was no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  qua1it.y o f  t h e  group 
so lu t i ons .  
The seventh hypothesis was n o t  supported by t h e  r e s u l t s .  
There was no d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t he  amount o f  member s a t i s f a c t i o n  
f o r  t he  L IHO and HILO groups. 
Table 1 
Anova f o r  Times 
Sum o f  Squares d  f Variance Est imate F 
To ta l  35664.8 39 
Between 
Groups 
W i t h i n  
Groups 
Table 2 
Anova for Scores 
Sum of Squares - d f  Variance Estimate F 
Total 7242.8 39 . . . . .  
Between 
Groups 
Within 
Groups 
The questionnaire on member satisfaction basical ly contained 
four sections. Questions 1 though 5 analyzed the individual Is 
satisfaction w i t h  the other group members. Questions 6 through 
11 analyzed the individual Is satisfaction w i t h  his/her own 
performance. Questions 12 through 18 analyzed the individual's 
satisfaction with the group leader. Finally, questions 19 
through 22 dealt with the individual Is satisfaction w i t h  the 
group product. 
In this  study, when a group scored a lower mean rank, th is  
indicated a better score. In the satisfaction questionnaire, 
for instance, a  " l 1 I  very satisfied and a "7" was very dissatisfied. 
So a lower mean rank would indicate greater satisfaction. For 
time and score, the same rule applied. Lower times were better, 
as were lower scores a  better indication of solution quality than 
higher scores. 
I n  quest ions 1 through 5, quest ions 4 and 5 had s i g n i f i c a n t  
d i f f e r e n c e s  between groups. Ques t ion  4 was : Our group thoroughly  
analyzed the  ques t ion  presented us. I n  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n ,  t h e  LILO 
group had t h e  lowest  mean rank;- I I L O  was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e t t e r  
than t h e  LIHO cond i t ion .  LIHO had t h e  h ighes t  mean rank. Both 
t he  HIHO and t h e  HILO cond i t i ons  rece ived  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e t t e r  
r a t i  ngs than t h e  LIHO cond i t ion ,  b u t  t he re  were no o t h e r  s i g n i f i c a n t  
d i f f e rences  between the  groups. Ques t ion  5 was: The o t h e r  group 
members d i d  a good j o b  on t h i s  d iscussion.  The lowest  mean rank 
was i n  t h e  HIHO cond i t ion ,  and t h e  h ighes t  mean rank was i n  t h e  
LIHO cond i t i on .  The HILO and the  HIHO groups showed s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
b e t t e r  rank ings than the  LIHO cond i t ion .  A1 1 o the r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  
were n o n - s i g n i f i  cant.  
Table 3 
Group Mean Ranks f o r  S a t i s f a c t i o n  
(lues ti on LILO LIHO HILO HIHO S ign i  f i  cance 
1 55.95 63.84 56.53 58.07 0.804 
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I n  quest ion 6 through 11 there  were no s i g n i f i c a n t  re1 a t i onsh i  ps 
between any o f  t he  condi ti ons i n  any o f  the questions. 
Table 4 
Group Mean Ranks - fe-r-Sat isfact i  on 
Quest ion LILO LIHO HILO HIHO S i  gni  f i cance 
I n  quest ions 12 through 18 a l l  questions showed s ign i f i cance.  
Quest ion 12 was: Our assigned leader  took an a c t i v e  p a r t  i n  the 
discussion. The LILO cond i t i on  had the  h ighes t  mean rank, and the 
HIHO groups had the  lowest. LILO was ranked s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower 
than a1 1 th ree  o f  the o the r  groups. A l l  o the r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  were 
non-si gni f i c a n t .  Quest ion 13 was: The assigned leader  was 
funct ional  i n  t he  s e t t i n q  and p u r s u i t  o f  group goals. The LILO 
cond i t i on  produced the h i  ghest mean rank, and t h e  HIHO condi t i o n  
produced the lowest. A1 1 th ree  groups were ranked s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
b e t t e r  than the  LILO cond i t ion .  A l l  o the r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  were 
non-si gni  f i  cant. Question 14 was : The 1  eader provided task 
re levan t  informat ion.  The LILO cond i t i on  produced the h ighest  
mean rank and the HIHO cond i t i on  produced the lowest. The HILO 
and HIHO groups were ranked s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e t t e r  than the LILO 
-- - 
condi t ion .  A1 1 o ther  re la t ionsh ips  were non-s ign i f i  cant. 
Quest ion 15 was: The assigned leader turned ou t  t o  be the actual  
leader o f  the group. The LILO cond i t i on  produced the h ighest  mean 
rank, and the HIHO cond i t i on  produced the  lowes t .  A l l  th ree sets 
o f  cond i t ions were ranked s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e t t e r  than the LILO 
condi t i on. A1 1  o ther  re1 a t ions hips were non-si gn i f i can t .  Quest ion 
16 was: The leader emphasized goal accomplishment. The LILO 
cond i t i on  produced the highest  mean rank, and the HIHO cond i t i on  
produced the lowest. A1 1 three cond i t ions received s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
b e t t e r  r a t i ngs  than the LILO condi t ion.  A l l  o the r  re la t ionsh ips  
were non-siqni f i c a n t .  Question 17 was: The 1  eader encouraged 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by the group members. The LILO condi ti on received the 
h ighest  mean rank, and the HIHO received the lowest. A l l  th ree 
cond i t ions were ranked s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e t t e r  than the LILO groups. 
A1 1 o ther  re la t ionsh ips  were non-s ign i f icant .  
Table 5 
Group Mean Ranks f o r  S a t i s f a c t i o n  
Quest ion LILO LIHO 
# - 
- HILO HIHO S i  gn i  f i  cance 
I n  quest ions 19 throuph 22, .on ly  quest ion 21  showed any 
s i g n i f i c a n t  re1  a t i onsh i  ps. Quest ion 21  was: In fo rmat ion  re levan t  
t o  t h e  i ssue  was adaquately analyzed. The h ighes t  mean rank was 
rece ived by the  LIHO groups, and the  lowest  mean rank was rece ived 
by the  HIHO cond i t ion .  The LILO and HIHO cond i t ions  were ranked 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e t t e r  than the  LIHO cond i t ion .  A l l  o ther  r e l a t i o n -  
ships were non-si g n i f i c a n t .  
Table 6 
Group Mean Ranks f o r  S a t i s f a c t i o n  
Quest ion  LILO LIHO 
--- 
HILO 
/ 
HIHO S i  gn i  f i  cance 
DISCUSSION 
Seven hypotheses were addressed by t h i s  study: 
H i  The HIHO leader  groups W i l l  reach a  so lu t i on  the 
qu ickes t  o f  a l l  f ou r  o f  the  groups. 
H2 The HIHO leader  groups w i l l  produce the  h ighest  
qual i ty so l  u t i ons  . 
H3 The HIHO leader  groups w i l l  produce the  h ighest  
qual i t y  so lu t ions .  
Hq The LILO leader  groups w i l l  take t he  longest  o f  the  
f ou r  groups t o  r each  so l  u t ion .  
Hg The LILO leader  groups w i l l  have the  lowest amount 
o f  member sa t i s f ac t i on .  
H6 The 1110 leader  groups w i l l  produce the  .lowest 
q u a l i t y  so lu t ions .  
H7 The LIHO l eader  groups w i  11 have lower member 
s a t i s f a c t i o n  than the  HILO l eader  groups. 
The hypotheses deal ina w i t h  t ime and so lu t i on  qual i t y  were 
n o t  supported by the  resu l t s .  This could be due t o  leadership 
s t y l e  having no e f f e c t  on the  product o r  s o l u t i o n  time. But 
o the r  f ac to r s  may be involved. The major f a c t o r  i s  the  nature of 
the  d iscussion i t s e l f .  The "Lost a t  Sea" exerc ise i s  one way t o  
qual ti fy a  group dec is ion  and b r i n g  about mandatory consensus. But 
i n  review o f  t he  discussions, a  great  deal o f  what t ransp i red  was 
very l i m i t e d  i n  terms o f  t he  problem. One not iceab le  e f f e c t  was 
the p r o j e c t i o n  o f  ideas by a  group o f  novices i n  a sub jec t  area. 
With no s o l i d  background t o  back up many o f  the  ideas, i t  was 
easy f o r  an idea t o  sound l og i ca l ,  w i thou t  a c t u a l l y  being r i g h t .  
The leaders were instructed t o  give informational and other 
types of statements i n  the LILO and H I L O  situations. The information 
that they offered was randomly selected from a 1 i s t  of statements 
-- - 
judged low i n  orientation i n  the pilot study (see Appendix C ) .  
In the LIHO and HIHO situations, the leader served only as 
a "guidepost" i n  the discussions, rnoni toring the direction of the 
groups ' f l  ow of conversati on. 
Because of the nature of the experiment, where a quality 
solution was sought, the Lost a t  Sea exercise was selected 
because i t  provided a quality solution. Unfortunately, the 
students had l i t t l e  o r  no knowledge of the subject, unlike more 
real i s t i c  situations where groups come together w i t h  prior 
knowl edge and experience. Therefore the 1 eader ' s  orientation 
behavior had l i t t l e  effect on the group outcome. In a real is t ic  
context, where members are expected to provide experience and 
knowl edge of the subject, orientation behavior may we1 1 produce 
si gnificant changes i n  group solution qua1 i ty .  
The groups did not differ significantly i n  the amount of time 
required to reach consensus. The nature of the task may have been 
the major detri.ment to producing significance. The discussions 
were fa i r ly  consistent in the amount of time t h a t  was required 
for the groups to complete i t .  Being a fifteen item 'ranking 
discussion, the type of leadership d i d  not have a significant 
amount of influence on the amount of time i t  took to complete the 
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task.  Whi le one assumption may be t h a t  w i t h  t h e  leader  t a l k i n g  
more i n  t h e  HILO and H IHO cond i t i ons ,  t h a t  these cond i t i ons  would 
take  longer .  Th is  was n o t  t h e  case. Al though t h e  confederates 
t a l k e d  more, they  a lso ,  i n  t a l k i n g  more, exer ted  more i n f l u e n c e  on 
-. .- 
-. 
t he  group. Th i s  may have c u t  down on some e x t r a  d iscuss ion  t h a t  
m igh t  have occur red  i f  t h e  leader  were n o t  t a l k i n g .  Also, w i t h  t h e  
a b i l i t y  t o  t a l k  o n l y  so much about each i tem, t h e  task  was, i n  a  
way, " s e l f - 1  i m i  t i n g "  i n  i t s  scope, as f a r  as t ime was concerned. 
The second and t h i r d  hypotheses were o n l y  p a r t i a l l y  supported 
by t h e  r e s u l  t s .  There was no s i  gn i  f i  can t  t ime d i  f fe rence,  b u t  t h e  
ques t i onna i re  produced some i n t e r e s t i n g  r e s u l t s .  Outside o f  two 
i tems, a1 1 t h e  ques t ions  t h a t  r e c e i  ved s i g n i  f i  cant  r e s u l  t s  were 
ones d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  leader .  As f a r  as t h i s  s tudy goes, t h e  b i g  
statement was t h a t  t he  l a c k  o f  l eade rsh ip  i s  t h e  most no t i ceab le .  
The LILO group rece i ved  t h e  wors t  rank ings i n  t h i s  category, w h i l e  
t h e r e  were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  o t h e r  t h ree  
groups. B u t  i n  a l l  areas, t h e  groups were t h e  same. The o n l y  
g r e a t  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  s a t i s f a c t i o n  d e a l t  w i t h  t h e  l eade rsh ip  aspects. 
Once again,  i t  appears t h a t  t h e  na ture  o f  t h e  d iscuss ion  i t s e l f  
had t h e  b i g g e s t  e f f e c t  on how t h e  groups performed. 
Dur ing  t h e  c r e a t i o n  o f  t h e  h i g h  and low o r i e n t a t i o n  statements 
f o r  t h e  groups, i t  became ve ry  apparent t h a t  these statements had 
t o  be t o p i c  bound and ve ry  regimented i n  o rde r  t o  keep w i t h i n  t h e  
c o n t r o l s .  A lso  t h e  statements t h a t  were g iven  t o  t h e  confederates 
were t h e  o n l y  statements t h a t  they  were a l lowed t o  use. Th is  l ead  
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t o  gaps where a normal f l o w  of conversat ion may have occurred, 
us ing any number o f  statement types. I n  order  t o  con t ro l  the  
experimental s i t ua t i on ,  the  leader  had t o  be conf ined t o  these 
statements. But i n  a normal s i t ua t i on ,  i f  a leader  happens t o  
-.- 
4 
use o the r  types o f  statements, as we l l  as h igh  o r i e n t a t i o n  
statements, t h a t  does no t  make himlher a low o r i e n t a t i o n  leader. 
These o the r  statements are normal, and should be used. 
There i s  a chance t h a t  the sex mix i n  some o f  the  groups 
could have had an e f f e c t  on t he  group outcome. Though -*qe 
research has been con t rad ic to ry  a t  times, there  have been some 
i n t e r e s t i  ng concl usions drawn. Kimble e t  a1 . (1381) found tha t :  
The supposi t i o n  t h a t  women are  1 ess, dominant than men 
i n  conversation, (a)  i s  n o t  t r u e  i n  same-sex' groups, 
(b) i s  t r u e  f o r  ha1 f the  women i n  mixed groups i n  terms 
o f  assert iveness, and ( c )  i s  t r u e  f o r  h a l f  t he  women i n  
mixed, s t ruc tu red  d iscussion groups i n  terms o f  vocal 
assert iveness. The sex composition o f  t he  group and 
the  s t r u c t u r e  o f  the  d iscussion are  important m i t i g a t i n g  
f a c t o r s  o f  t he  conversat ional  dominance exh ib i t ed  by women 
and men. (p. 1050) 
I n  terms o f  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  experiment, the  variance o f  
the sex mix may have caused some f l u c t u a t i o n  i n  the  group 
performances, as we l l  as the  task  having i t s  own e f f e c t  on how the 
groups acted. 
Eagly e t  a l .  (1981) d i d  a study on the  e f f e c t  a group's 
surve i  1 lance would have on conformi ty  by males i n  a mixed-sex 
group. They hypothesized t h a t  in terpersona l  consequences o f  
non-conformi ty  (a1 i e n a t i o n  by the  group, etc.  ) would cause 
subjects  t o  conform more t o  the  major i  t y  o f  the  group's ideas. 
They found that males did exhibit less conformity in these 
situations than females d i d .  In relation t o  this study, male 
behavior in the mixed sex groups may have affected other potential 
group outcomes. 
__.- 
A lo t  of consideration must also be given t o  the possible 
emergent leaders i n  these groups. I t  was quite evident i n  some 
of the discussions, that the group members would look to the 
member w i t h  the most apparent "expertise" i n  the subject area for 
leadership. This person would dominate a great deal of the 
discussion, and had the greatest amount of influence on the 
groups' results. The "experts" were often far  from being on 
course, b u t  they were generally accepted as a group leader, 
especially i f  they offered credentials such as, "being a boy 
scout once," or "I own a boat." A t  times, these emergent leaders 
would become the sole leader o f  the group, and a t  other times 
they shared the leadership role. The main consideration here i s  
that with a task of this nature, expertise, or a t  least expressea 
expertise i n  an area, can have a great effect on the group outcome. 
The results for a l l  three dependent variables suggest t h a t  
orientation statements will no t  significantly impact discussions 
where the knowledge and background of group members limit their 
qual i tative contributions. I t  i s ,  however, a procedural variable. 
I t  alone, will not impact a group's task performance when the content 
n r  informational dimension of the discussion i s  so low that the 
qual i t y  solutions are impossible. Future studies should t e -  t 
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o r i e n t a t i o n  behav io r  i n  s i t u a t i o n s  where members have s u f f i c i e n t  
knowledge and exper ience o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  m a t t e r  under d iscuss ion.  
Even though t h e  r e s u l t s  were inconc lus ive ,  o r i e n t a t i o n  
behav io r  d i d  see, t o  show some s igns  o f  i n c r e a s i n g  member 
s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  leader .  T h e  mean ranks d i d  c o n s i s t e n t l y  
p o i n t  i n  t h a t  d i r e c t i o n .  It i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  group members f e e l  
more comfor tab le  when t h e  l eade r  guides t h e  group and g ives  t h e  
t a s k  some d i r e c t i o n .  B u t  t h e  l eade r  f e l l  s h o r t  i n  o t h e r  areas, 
l e a v i n g  1  i t t l e  d iscernment among group members o f  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  
l e a d e r s h i p  types. A p o s s i b l e  c o r r e c t i o n  o f  t h i s  problem would be 
an expansion o f  t h e  1  i s t  o f  statements t h a t  t h e  l eade r  may use. 
Th i s  would a l l o w  f o r  g r e a t e r  f l e x i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  l eade rsh ip  r o l e  
i n  t h e  exper imenta l  s i t u a t i o n .  A g r e a t  amount o f  cons ide ra t i on  
must be g iven  t o  c o n t r o l  o f  t h e  dependent v a r i a b l e  when c r e a t i n g  
such a  l i s t .  
1mpl.i c a t i o n s  f o r  Fu tu re  Research 
O r i e n t a t i o n  i s  an impo r tan t  t o o l  i n  smal l  group communication. 
Previ-ous research  has shown t h i s .  Fu tu re  research should t r y  t o  
develop ways t o  f i n d  o u t  e x a c t l y  how impor tan t  i t  i s  i n  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
t o  o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s .  T o t a l  i s o l a t i o n  o f  t h i s  v a r i a b l e  i s  probably  
n o t  t h e  b e s t  answer. There a r e  o t h e r  elements o f  conversa t ion  t h a t  
need t o  be used i n  con junc t i on  w i t h  o r i e n t a t i o n  statements. The 
i d e a  i s  t o  p rov ide  a  l eade r  who can use t h e  b e s t  o f  a l l  wor lds.  The 
a b i  1  i ty  t o  combine o r i e n t a t i o n ,  know1 edge, humor, c o n f l  i c t  
r e s o l u t i o n ,  whatever m ix  works best ,  i s  what w i l l  c rea te  an 
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e f f e c t i v e  leader.  And t h a t  m ix tu re  may vary, depending on the  
type  of d i  scussi  on and group. 
Taping t h e  d iscuss ions o r i g i n a l l y  had one purpose, and t h a t  
was t o  make sure t h a t  t h e  confederates were per forming proper ly .  
__.-  
B u t  i t  a l s o  became an extremely use fu l  t o o l  f o r  s tudy ing  t h e  
group process, and t h e  l e a d e r ' s  r o l e  i n  t h a t  process. Recording 
t h e  sessions proved t o  be i n v a l u a b l e  i n  rev iewing  t h e  r e s u l t s ,  
and i t  i s  suggested t h a t  i t  be used i n  f u t u r e  group research. 
As mentioned before,  t h e  d iscuss ion  used i n  t h i s  experiment 
was ve ry  use fu l  f o r  q u a n t i f y i n g  group r e s u l t s .  But  i t  may have 
a l s o  been t o o  regimented f o r  t he  type  o f  d iscuss ion  q u a l i t y  t h a t  
was be ing  sought. Experiments us ing  other: types o f  d iscussions,  
such as those on p o l i c y ,  where a g rea te r  range o f  ideas can be 
used, a r e  encouraged. 
A v a r i a t i o n  o f  t h e  above idea  may be t o  d i f f e r  the. task  types 
i n  o rder  t o  determine which s i t u a t i o n  t h a t  o r i e n t a t i o n  behavior 
would be t h e  most e f f e c t i v e  i n .  It i s  h i g h l y  poss ib le  t h a t  
o r i e n t a t i o n  behavior  i s  n o t  t h e  bes t  choice o f  leadersh ip  f o r  a  
rank-order ing  type task. Bu t  i t  may be h i g h l y  e f f e c t i v e  i n  
b r a i  n-stormi ng type  d i  scussions o r  d i  f f e r e n t  types o f  tasks. 
Research o f  t h i s  manner cou ld  help' d e f i n e  t h e  e f fec t i veness  o f  
o r i e n t a t i o n  behavior  on a s i t u a t i o n a l  bas is .  
SUMMARY 
O r i e n t a t i o n  behavior  remains an under-researched phenomenon. 
Much has been 1 earned about i t s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  b u t  1 i t t l e  about 
i t s  app l i ca t i ons .  Th is  s tudy sought t o  prov ide  the  leader  w i t h  a 
t o o l  t o  make the  group process more e f f e c t i v e .  The hypotheses 
o f f e r e d  were n o t  supported o r  o n l y  p a r t i a l l y  supported by t he  
r e s u l  t s .  O r i e n t a t i o n  behavior  d i d  n o t  produce b e t t e r  times, 
products,  o r  member s a t i s f a c t i o n  i n  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n .  But  many 
i n s i g h t s  i n t o  t h e  process were brought f o r t h  by t h i s  study. 
Probably t h e  most impor tan t  i s  t h a t  one aspect o f  communication 
t heo ry  i s  p robab ly  n o t  enough t o  produce the  p e r f e c t  leader ,  the  
p e r f e c t  group, o r  the  p e r f e c t  d iscussion.  I t i s  t h e  combination o f  
any number o f  concepts, f i n d i n g  t he  r i g h t  "mixture"  f o r  the  r i g h t  
s i t u a t i o n .  Communication i s  a dynamic f i e l d  where the re  i s  no one 
" t r u th , "  because a1 1 s i t u a t i o n s  a re  n o t  t he  same. The chal lenge o f  
research i s  t o  f i n d  t h e  r i g h t  s o l u t i o n s  f o r  each problem t h a t  
a r i ses .  I n  a wo r l d  where groups make many o f  t he  impor tant  
dec is ions  t h a t  a f f e c t  ou r  l i v e s ,  we must cont inue t o  exp lore  ways 
t o  make them produce t h e  most e f f e c t i v e  outcomes. 
APPENDIX A 
LOST AT SEA WORKSHEET 
LOST AT SEA WORKSHEET 
I n s t r u c t i o n s :  You a r e  a d r i f t  on a p r i v a t e  yacht  i n  the  South 
P a c i f i c .  As a consequence o f  a f i r e  o f  unknown o r i g i n ,  much o f  
t h e  yach t  and i t s  contents have been destroyed. The yacht  i s  
now s l o w l y  s ink ing .  Your l o c a t i o n  i s  unclear  because o f  t h e  
d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  c r i t i c a l  nav iga t i ona l  equipment and because you 
and t h e  crew were d i s t r a c t e d  t r y i n g - t o  b r i n g  the  f i r e  under 
c o n t r o l .  Your bes t  es t imate  i s  t h a t  you are approximately one 
thousand m i les  south-southwest o f  t h e  nearest  land. 
Below i s  a l i s t  o f  f i f t e e n  i tems t h a t  a re  i n t a c t  and undamaged 
a f t e r  the  f i r e .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  these a r t i c l e s ,  you have a 
serv iceable,  rubber l i f e  r a f t  w i t h  oars l a r g e  enough t o  c a r r y  
y o u r s e l f ,  t h e  crew, and a l l  t h e  i tems l i s t e d  below. The t o t a l  
content  o f  a1 1 s u r v i v o r s '  pockets a re  a package o f  c iga re t tes ,  
several  books o f  matches, and f i v e  one-do l la r  b i l l s .  
Your task  i s  t o  rank t h e  f i f t e e n  i tems below i n  terms o f  t h e i r  
importance t o  you r  s u r v i v a l .  Place t h e  number 1 by the  most 
impor tan t  i tem, and number 2 by t h e  second most important,  and 
so on through number 15, t h e  l e a s t  important .  
Ranking I tern 
-------1----1-----1----o-----1-------1-----1----1--1w-o------------ 
sex tant  
shaving m i  r r o r  
f i v e - g a l l o n  can o f  water 
mosquito n e t t i n g  
one case o f  U.S. Army C r a t i o n s  
maps o f  t h e  P a c i f i c  Ocean 
seat  cushion ( f l o t a t i o n  device approved by 
t h e  Coast Guard) 
two-gal 1 on can o f  o i  1  -gas m i  x t u r e  
smal l  t r a n s i s t o r  r a d i o  
shark r e p e l l e n t  
twenty square f e e t  o f  opaque p l a s t i c  
one q u a r t  o f  160-proof Puerto R i  can rum 
f i f t e e n  f e e t  o f  ny lon  rope 
two boxes o f  c,hocolate bars 
f i s h i n g  k i t  
sextant 
shaving mirror 
f i ve-gal 1 on can of .-water 
rnosqui to  netting 
one case of U.S. Army C rations 
maps of the Pacific Ocean 
seat cushion (flotation device approved 
-by the Coast Guard) 
two-gal lon can of oil-gas mixture 
small transi s tor  radio 
shark repel lent 
twenty square feet  of opaque plastic 
one quart of 160-proof Puerto Rican rum 
f if teen feet  of nilon rope 
two boxes of chocolate bars 
fishing k i t  
APPENDIX B 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
STRONGLY 
AGREE 
I f e l t  comfortable 
w i t h  the other 
group members 
STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 
The group's final 
decision was a good - 
one - - _ I I _ - -  
Our group thoroughly 
analyzed the question 
presented us 
------- 
The other qroup 
members did a good job 
i n  this  discussion 
- - - - - - , , -  
The discussion was 
interesting for me 
I g o t  involved in 
thi s task 
I had a sense of 
achievement a f te r  
finishing work on 
t h i  s task 
I am pleased w i t h  
my performance i n  
th is  group 
I f e l t  t h a t  I was 
really a part of 
this  discussion 
I found this  task 
to be a challenging 
one 
STRONGLY 
AGREE 
STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 
Our assigned leader 
took an active part 
i n  the discussion --- 
- - - - 
The assiqned leader 
was functional i n  the 
setting and pursuit 
of group goals 
- - - - - - , - ,  
The leader provided 
task-re1 evant 
information 
The assigned leader 
turned out to be 
the actual leader 
of th is  group 
The 1 eader emphasi zed I 
goal accompl i shment 
The leader encouraged 
participation by the 
group members ------- 
O u r  1 eader did 
a good. job 
I was sat isf ied w i t h  
the outcome of our 
group d i  scussi on 
The group was 
effective _ I _ _ -  
Information relevant 
to the issue was - 
adequately analyzed , , - - 
I f e l t  confident in 
presenting my ideas 
to the others - - - -  
I had a clear idea 
of the group's goals - - - - -  
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APPENDIX C . 
HIGH AND LOW ORIENTATION STATEMENTS 
Low Or i en ta t i on  Statements 
I d o n ' t  t h i n k  t h a t  the  . . . . . . i s  t h e  best  choice. 
Who knows t h e  most about t h i s  s t u f f ?  
Some o f  these th inqs  aren'  t going t o  do us any good. 
How l ong  do we have t o  do t h i s ?  
The . . . . . . might  be used f o r  . . . . . . 
I d o n ' t  see where the  . . . . . . i s  -more important  than t he  . . . 
What would anyone use t h a t  f o r ?  
I t h i n k  t h a t  the  . . . . . . i s  important .  
I t h i n k  t h a t  t he  . . . . . . i s  t h e  most important  item. 
I t h i n k  we should go w i t h  t he  . . . . . . next. 
How long  can a person go w i t hou t  food o r  water? 
The . . . . . . might  be o f  some help, b u t  I don ' t  t h i n k  t h a t  
i t ' s  a  necess i ty .  
I d o n ' t  see what good a . . . . . . would do. 
I f  I were i n  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n ,  I t h i n k  I would look  a t  those 
t h i  ngs most essent i  a1 t o  su r v i va l  . 
I t h i n k  we need t o  make a dec is ion  on the  . . . . . ., before i t ' s  
t oo  l a t e .  
I t h i n k w e ' r e m a k i n g  a m i s t a k e  by n o t  g o i n g w i t h  t h e .  . . . . . 
We should j u s t  toss  a l l  o f  t he  unnecessary s t u f f  aside u n t i l  l a t e r .  
Wasn't t he re  a movie about something 1 i ke t h i s ?  
I d o n ' t  know i f  t h i s  w i l l  he1 p, b u t  . . . . . can be used f o r  . . . . 
I t h i n k  t h a t  we should t r y  t o  ge t  t o  the  nearest  land, o r  
sh ipp ing  lanes, o r  something l i k e  tha t .  
Why d o n ' t  we g e t  t h i s  over  w i t h  as q u i c k l y  as poss ib le?  
I d o n ' t  know what t o  do; I ' m  n o t  a very  good leader.  
I ' m  n o t  very  good a t  l ead ing  a group. 
High O r i e n t a t i o n  Statements 
L e t ' s  ge t  back t o  t h e  main discussion. 
L e t ' s  s e t  up an agenda f o r  how we want t o  do t h i s .  
Are we where we want t o  be a t  t h i s  p o i n t  i n  the  d iscuss ion? 
Why d o n ' t  we make a  dec is ion  on t h a t  now? 
I s  t h a t  ou r  dec is ion?  Then l e t ' s  go w i t h  it. 
L e t ' s  ge t  s t a r t ed .  _. _ _ -. 
L e t ' s  s top  f o r  a  second, and summarize where we are. 
What a re  ou r  a1 t e rna t i ves?  
L e t ' s  move on t o  the  nex t  po in t .  
Are we agreed on t h a t ?  
L e t ' s  n o t  argue about t h i s ;  l e t ' s  vote and move on. . ,  
L e t ' s  l ook  a t  t h i s  f rom another angle. 
Why d o n ' t  we vo te  on t h a t ?  
I propose we s t a r t  by i s o l a t i n g  the  top  f i v e  choices. 
L e t ' s  i s o l a t e  t h e  l a s t  f i v e  choices. 
I t h i n k  we need t o  decide on tha t .  
L e t ' s  go back t o  what we were t a l k i n g  about e a r l i e r .  
I s  t he re  any th ing  i n  t he  d i r e c t i o n s  t h a t  w i l l  he lp  us? 
Are t he re  any o the r  op t ions  ava i l ab l e?  
What a re  ou r  op t ions?  
Tha t ' s  a good po in t ,  does anyone have any more in fo rmat ion  on t h a t ?  
I s  t h a t  re1  evant? 
I s  everyone happay w i t h  t h a t  dec is ion? 
3 What do you have t o  add, . . . . . .. 
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